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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Final office action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed October 30 
2008. Claim 102 has been amended. Claims 95-119 are pending. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed October 30, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 95-105 and 107-118 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the Feedback Forum (eBay.com, November 10, 1999, via 
web.archive.org), in view of Falk et al (US 2001/0037206), in further view of Fuerst 
(USPN 6,189,029). 

As per claim 95, the Feedback Forum discloses a method, comprising: 
presenting feedback (i.e., the user leaving the comment is asked whether the 
comment is positive, negative, or neutral, and selects one of these three (3) 
predefined terms, see "Leave Feedback about an eBay User") using an Internet 
connection to a first user in response to an online payment transaction between the 
first user and a second user (i.e., a first user leaving feedback about a second user, 
via a comment relating to a buy or sell transaction with the second user, pages 1 
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and 2) and at the request of the first user (i.e., user decides to leave feedback 
concerning the transaction, page 1 and 2) and wherein the predefined feedback 
comments are presented in a feedback forum (i.e., Feedback Forum of eBay.com, 
page 1 ); and receiving a selection for feedback from the first user (i.e., the user 
leaving the comment is asked whether the comment is positive, negative, or neutral, 
and selects one of these three (3) predefined terms, see "Leave Feedback about an 
eBay User"), wherein the selection represents feedback that the first user is 
supplying and that is to be associated with the second user with respect to the online 
payment transaction (i.e., a user, either a seller or buyer, leaving feedback about a 
specific transaction, page 1). 

The Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose presenting predefined feedback 
comments and receiving a selection for one of the predefined feedback comments. 
Falk et al disclose predefined feedback comments selectable by a customer in 
response to service received, wherein the predefined feedback comments include 
answers to questions, including "How was your service?," wherein the customer 
selects from answers which define the feedback, including "very bad," "not good," 
"so so," "good," and "awesome!" (figure 8 and 0079-80). 

In addition, The Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose retaining an 
association of the first user, the online payment transaction, the selection, and the 
second user. Fuerst discloses assigning each group (or individual) a group 
identification (column 5, lines 23-25), a survey tool that assigns each question a 
unique question identification number, QID (column 5, lines 38-40), wherein the 
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results, together with the group (or individual) identification, and the QID are stored 
in table 600 (column 7, lines 46-48). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include presenting predefined feedback comments and 
receiving a selection for one of the predefined feedback comments and retaining an 
association of the first user, the online payment transaction, the selection, and the 
second user in the Feedback Forum, as seen in Falk et al and Fuerst, respectively, 
since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the 
combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results 
of the combination were predictable. 

As per claim 96, the Feedback Forum discloses receiving a free-form comment 
from the first user to be associated with the selection and retained with the 
association (i.e., positive, neutral, or negative comments from a user, page 1). 

As per claim 97, the Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose removing the 
free-form comment from the association and prevent the free-form comment from 
being retained when the free-form comment is determined to be against a policy. 
Fuerst discloses survey results submitted by users stored in table 600 (column 5, 
lines 66-67), wherein unnecessary tables may be deleted (column 6, lines 12-13). 
Both the Feedback Forum and Fuerst are concerned with collecting feedback from 
users in an on-line environment, therefore it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include removing the 
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free-form comment from the association and prevent the free-form comment from 
being retained when the free-form comment is determined to be against a policy in 
the Feedback Forum, as seen in Fuerst, thereby being able to effectively control the 
feedback submitted by users, thus making the Feedback Forum more robust. 

As per claim 98, the Feedback Forum discloses keeping a first identifier for the 
first user, and a second identifier for the second user (i.e., user ID, page 1 ). The 
Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose a transaction number for the online 
payment transaction, and a feedback identifier for the selection as an entry in a table 
associated with the second user. Fuerst discloses assigning each group (or 
individual) a group identification (column 5, lines 23-25), a survey tool that assigns 
each question a unique question identification number, QID (column 5, lines 38-40), 
wherein the results, together with the group (or individual) identification, and the QID 
are stored in table 600 (column 7, lines 46-48). Both the Feedback Forum and 
Fuerst are concerned with collecting feedback from users in an on-line environment, 
therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include a transaction number for the online payment 
transaction, and a feedback identifier for the selection as an entry in a table 
associated with the second user in the Feedback Forum, as seen in Fuerst, thereby 
being able to efficiently access the results and apply statistical tools or other 
applications to data mine the tabulated results (see Fuerst, column 2, lines 43-47), 
thus making the Feedback Forum more robust. 
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As per claim 99, the Feedback Forum discloses providing the selection to a 
requestor associated with a different online payment transaction (i.e., requestor is 
able to see feedback associated with any user ID, page 1). 

As per claim 100, the Feedback Forum discloses receiving and retaining with the 
association a response comment from the second user that the second user 
supplies in response to the selection made by the first user with respect to the 
second user (i.e., a user reviewing and responding to comments left by other 
members about the user, page 2). 

As per claim 101, the Feedback Forum discloses presenting the selection within 
an online auction facility when an identifier associated with the second user is 
presented (i.e., ID of the user, page 1). 

As per claim 102, the Feedback Forum discloses a method, comprising: 
providing feedback comments (i.e., the user leaving the comment is asked whether 
the comment is positive, negative, or neutral, and selects one of these three (3) 
predefined terms, see "Leave Feedback about an eBay User") using an Internet 
connection to users of an online payment transaction facility (i.e., a first user leaving 
feedback about a second user, via a comment relating to a buy or sell transaction 
with the second user, pages 1 and 2) within a feedback forum and at the request of 
the users (i.e., user decides to leave feedback concerning the transaction in 
Feedback Forum on eBay.com, page 1 and 2); and retaining selections made from 
the feedback comments by users, wherein each selection references a specific first 
user that is a buyer, a specific second user that is a seller (i.e., retaining feedback by 
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both the buyer and seller of a transaction, page 1 ), and a specific transaction 
associated that the specific first user and the specific second user engaged in with 
one another (i.e., comments left by the winning high bidder and seller in an auction, 
page 1). 

The Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose presenting predefined feedback 
comments and retaining selections made from the predefined feedback comments. 
Falk et al disclose predefined feedback comments selectable by a customer in 
response to service received, wherein the predefined feedback comments include 
answers to questions, including "How was your service?," wherein the customer 
selects from answers which define the feedback, including "very bad," "not good," 
"so so," "good," and "awesome!" (figure 8 and 0079-80). 

In addition, The Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose determining when 
selections can include free-form comments from the users in addition to the 
predefined feedback comments. Fuerst discloses the creator constructing a survey 
by entering the text of the questions in accordance with various question type and 
syntax rules (column 6, lines 30-33). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include disclose presenting predefined feedback comments 
and retaining selections made from the predefined feedback comments and 
determining when selections can include free-form comments from the users in 
addition to the predefined feedback comments in the Feedback Forum, as seen in 
Falk et al and Fuerst, respectively, since the claimed invention is merely a 
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combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would 
have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

As per claim 103, the Feedback Forum discloses supplying a specific selection to 
a requesting user, wherein a request for the specific selection identifies at least one 
of a specific one of the users and a specific online payment transaction (i.e., 
comments left about a specific user ID in relation to the auction transaction, page 1). 

As per claim 104, the Feedback Forum does not explicitly disclose deciding not 
to permit free-form comments when to do so would be against a policy associated 
with one of the users involved in a specific online payment transaction. Fuerst 
discloses survey results submitted by users stored in table 600 (column 5, lines 66- 
67), wherein unnecessary tables may be deleted (column 6, lines 12-13). Both the 
Feedback Forum and Fuerst are concerned with collecting feedback from users in 
an on-line environment, therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include deciding not to permit 
free-form comments when to do so would be against a policy associated with one of 
the users involved in the Feedback Forum, as seen in Fuerst, thereby being able to 
effectively control the feedback submitted by users, thus making the Feedback 
Forum more robust. 

As per claim 105, the Feedback Forum discloses keeping with each selection a 
response comment from the buyer or the seller involved in the specific transaction, 
wherein the response comment is supplied in response to a particular selection from 
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the predefined feedback comments (i.e., positive, neutral, and/or negative comments 
left by the winning high bidder and seller in an auction, page 1). 

As per claim 107, the Feedback Forum discloses receiving the selections from 
menu options selected by the users (i.e., an indication of whether your comment is 
positive, neutral, or negative, via a menu selection, page 1) . 

Claims 108-1 13 are rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejections of 
claims 95-101, since they are the computer-readable medium claims corresponding 
to the method claims. 

Claims 114-118 are rejected based upon the same rationale as the rejections of 
claims 95-101, since they are the system claims corresponding to the method 
claims. 

5. Claims 106 and 119 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Feedback Forum (eBay.com, November 10, 1999, via web.archive.org), in 
view of Falk et al (US 2001/0037206), in further view of Fuerst (USPN 6,1 89,029), in 
further view of Bayer et al (USPN 6,31 1 ,1 90). 

As per claim 106, neither the Feedback Forum, Falk et al, nor Fuerst disclose 
presenting the selections to requestors in target languages associated with the 
requestors. Bayer et al discloses conducting surveys over the internet to multiple 
users in multiple countries in different languages (column 2, lines 9-12 and figure 1). 
Further, Bayer discloses enabling a voter or other registrant to register with system 
10 in their preferred language (column 5, lines 53-58). It would have been obvious 
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to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
presenting the selections to requestors in target languages associated with the 
requestors in the Feedback Forum, as seen in Bayer, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely 
would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were 
predictable. 

As per claim 1 1 9, neither the Feedback Forum, Falk et al, nor Fuerst disclose the 
server is to present each association in a target language of each particular user of 
the online transaction facility. Bayer et al discloses conducting surveys over the 
internet to multiple users in multiple countries in different languages (column 2, lines 
9-1 2 and figure 1 ). Further, Bayer discloses enabling a voter or other registrant to 
register with system 10 in their preferred language (column 5, lines 53-58). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include the server is to present each association in a target language 
of each particular user of the online transaction facility in the Feedback Forum, as 
seen in Bayer, since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, 
and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same 
function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. In the Remarks, Applicant argues, with respect to claims 95, 108 and 114, Fuerst 
is silent on retaining an association of the first user, the online payment transaction, 
the selection, and the second user. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Fuerst 
discloses assigning each group (or individual) a group identification (column 5, lines 
23-25), a survey tool that assigns each question a unique question identification 
number, QID (column 5, lines 38-40), wherein the results, together with the group (or 
individual) identification, and the QID are stored in table 600 (column 7, lines 46-48). 
As a result, Fuerst discloses on retaining an association of the first user (i.e., 
group/individual identification), the online payment transaction (i.e., survey questions 
and results, including customer feedback on a product, column 2, lines 63-67), the 
selection (i.e., results of the question), and the second user (i.e., survey questions 
and results, customer feedback on a product, column 2, lines 63-67). 

With respect to claim 102, Applicant argues the Feedback Rating number of the 
Feedback Forum does not reference a specific second user and a specific 
transaction. The Examiner respectfully disagrees and submits that the Feedback 
Forum discloses a specific second user that is a seller (i.e., retaining feedback by 
both the buyer and seller of a transaction, page 1 , wherein the seller must also have 
a specific member user ID), and a specific transaction associated that the specific 
first user and the specific second user engaged in with one another (i.e., comments 
left by the winning high bidder and seller in an auction, page 1 , necessarily about the 
transaction in question). 
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Lastly, the Examiner disagrees with Applicant's assertion that one having 
ordinary skill in the art would not have combined Feedback Forum, Falk, and Fuerst 
in the manner proposed by the Office Action. The Examiner respectfully disagrees 
and submits that the Feedback Forum, Falk et al and Fuerst are all concerned with 
obtaining customer feedback (see abstract of Falk et al, and column 2, lines 63-67 of 
Fuerst) and have been combined according to known methods to yield predictable 
results. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply 
expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Boyce whose telephone number is (571)272- 
6726. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on (571) 272-6737. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571- 
272-1000. 



/Andre Boyce/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3623 
January 8, 2009 



